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PER CURI AM

Trevor Little seeks to appeal the district court’s orders (1)
denying his nmotion filed under 28 U S.CA § 2255 (Wst Supp
1999); and (2) denying his notion to alter or anend judgnent filed
pursuant to Fed. R GCv. P. 59(e). W have reviewed the record and
the district court’s opinion accepting the recommendati on of the
magi strate judge to dismss Little's 8 2255 notion and find no
reversible error. W also find that Little has failed to present
any clains that would require the district court to alter or anend

its judgnent under Rule 59(e). See Hutchinson v. Staton, 994 F.2d

1076, 1081 (4th Gr. 1993). Accordingly, we deny a certificate of
appeal ability and dism ss the appeal on the reasoning of the dis-

trict court. See United States v. Little, Nos. CR-95-198; CA-99-

123-2 (S.D.W Va. Sept. 30 & Cct. 14, 1999)." We di spense with oral
argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not
aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

Al t hough the district court’s order denying the Rule 59
motion is narked as “filed” on COctober 13, 1999, the district
court’s records show that it was entered on the docket sheet on
Oct ober 14, 1999. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federal
Rules of Cvil Procedure, it is the date that the order was
physically entered on the docket sheet that we take as the
effective date of the district court’s decision. See WIlson v.
Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).




